
July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
415 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask rhat the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, inmigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety ol needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, ,for affoi-dable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

hi economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if h e  
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable iiltemative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new ”in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid csrds. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jcopardlzing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

card consumers by deciding 
charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Coinmissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Comss ione r  Jonalhm Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conmunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 205S4 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am w n h g  to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with B prt-paid 
calling card. If tbey succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, driinatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than rhe pleadings offhe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dids a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfonn” in another stale -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘‘platform” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or persoil. The caller then 
dials the telephone nuniber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as cownon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls iire subject to interstate access chuges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat rh is  BS a single in-stdte call so they CM levy exorbitanc in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a f?action of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and otherproducts. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others thar scll pre-paid cnlling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an efforr to protect their customers’ interests in zhis manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Since 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernarhy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J .  Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comniunications Commission 
145 12rh Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20534 

Re. WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dear Chirman Powell: 

1 am wiiting to add my voice the pi :r oE groups an dividuals omose I .  0 effarts 
by the localBell telephone compa&s to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed. it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in milid rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell conipauies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The culler, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state --let’s say in Nebraska. Fi-om this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two cills, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Ne’braska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
sepwate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell con~panies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to rhe Bell companies’ ~ C K U ~ I  
costs. which are only a fraction of whar they want 10 charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, nlilk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these hgher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I ani aware that the long distance companies and others that sell. pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Comnunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
rnil.itary families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and ocher 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” ~ C C ~ S S  
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel direcrly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squmly upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopacdizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effoi-t to  raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding . -  
that these services are not subject to and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Cornmissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



J L ~ Y  10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to ask h a t  the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, iillmigrants, college students and 
nditary families rely upon calling card sewices for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
%or local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look fur a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally r isk  being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and olher 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would fonnel directly to large Iocul 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings proviJed by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pe-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services we not subject to exorbitant n&w access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Coinmissioner Kevin Milain 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July IO, 2001 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federd Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not ---ipose new ~~~ iden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income Fdmilies, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a vnriety of needs. Many of these 
consutners do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, milke II doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch wilh family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consnmers literally risk being disconnccied if the 
prices’of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cmds are indispensable for these and other 
cons~iner groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

Bur such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state’’ access 
charges and other fees on pie-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consuniers that can 
least afford to beilr it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing prc-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to wise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Comss ioner  Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michwl Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
345 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on pl-epdid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students md 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do nut have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
For local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may ‘be the only option 
they have LO stay connected -to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointmenf, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards we indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase [he cost 
of providing prepaid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing thc savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pro-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
rhat these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincedy, 

ccs: kommissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abeinilthy 
Comnissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Cornmunications Commission 
415 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

lU3: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chainnan Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minoiiljes, lower-income families, senior citizens, imrnigi-ants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a vcuiety of needs. Many of these 
consuiners do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay B large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for rffordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cnrds offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consuniers literally risk ‘being disconnected iF the 
prices of these cads  increase. Prepaid calling cccds are indispensable o r  these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would fuiinel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers thal cm 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the Cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumen by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abeimthy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10. 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growingnuinber of groups and individuals opposed to effons 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling cxd. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rdres -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell conlpanies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card nnd 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another sute -- let’s say in Nebraska. Fxom this 
“platform,” he or she h e a s  a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules. as well as comnwn sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls u c  subject to interstate access charges because there is a call toNebraska and then il 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access chxges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which am only a fraction of what they want to charge consumecs. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when rhese higher rates represent a blatant giveaway YO four luge 
corporations. 

I am awae  that the long distxnm conpnies  and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custo~ners’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consuiners and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



J U I ~  io, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
435 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number o f  groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prc-paid 
calling cud. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consiimrs who place the calls. As you approach your work on this dock&, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in ndnd rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bel1 companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid cdling card and 
dials B cull-free number, along with his or her I’m. The caller, who inay be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -I let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as commoii sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one komNebraska to Virginia. 
Both ciUs are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then il 
srpdrate call ‘to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies wan[ to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges, Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices arc already rising for gas, milk and other producrs. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phoiie calls too, especially whca lhese higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am awilre that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in a1 effort to protect their customers’ interesrs in this manner. It Is 
now time ,for the FCC to weigh in on the sids of consumers and show the Bell c o m p d e s  the door 
on this issuc. se~  

/?aaeP’P5) 
ccs: Commissioner Kalhleen Q. Abernathy 

Cornmissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissiwner Kevin J. M d n  
Coinmissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senaror 
Senator 



ruiy to, 2004 

Chairrnan Michilel K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of  TOOU UPS and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prc-paid 
calling card. If they succeed. it will result in higher rates - in many cuses, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the cdls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you IO keep the needs of consumers in rnind rather than rhe pleadings of the four Bell conipanics. 

The Bell coiupanies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number. dong with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfom” in another slate -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘plntforrn,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profir or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well 8s common sense. mte 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls ;ire subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which ace only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four luge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards lave 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their Custonlers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consunlers and sbow the Bell conlpaoies the door . on this issue. ...,. . 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Aberndthy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Conmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chaiman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appoinhnent, or stay in touch with family and ‘fljends. These 
cads  offer convenience mnd predctable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged meas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
chmges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would full squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access’ charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitunt new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
C o d s s i o n e r  Kathleen Abemdthy 
Commissioner Kevin Martm 
Coinmissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federsll Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washinglon, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docltet No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students alld 
miliUry families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or slay in touch with fanlily and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In cconomically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk ‘being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and olher 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

Bur such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to beu it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providmg pre-paid cads  at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

4 P 7 7  
I’ 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Conmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comniunications Commission 
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Dwker No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing limber Of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone cornpanics to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, ir will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleddings of the .four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses il prc-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platforni” in mother state -” let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hvars a message about B company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, ils well as common sense, stace 
chat this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here i s  a call to Ne’braska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship wharsoever to the Bell conipanies’ acrud 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

I’rices are alrcady rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t ,need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prc-paid calling c u d s  have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interesis in this mannw. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

YO* t 
Sincerely, B t h p .  - ,u,wP .Br,,,,,+mk 

7 YOr!kL+dC.:tG p/&r 
YOPt,PrZ. i ’ l y u y  

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin’ 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12thStreet, S.W. 
Washington. DC 20554 

RE WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvcnt current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
callhg card. IF they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell compnnies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who niay be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘‘platform” in another state -” let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
”platform,” he or she hcus  a nlessage about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number ofsomeone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one f’roin Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call KO Virginia. 

But rhe Bell companies want to treat this as.a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only B fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Pri,ces are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corpontions. 

I am aware chat the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custorners’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consuiners and show the Eel1 companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin 
Comnissioner Jonathan S. Adeistein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
F:deral Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules oti calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates -in many cases, drumtically higher 
rates -for consu~ners who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you IO keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, dung with his or tier PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfoimf’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“placfoim,” he or she hears a message abour a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules. as well us conunon sense, stair 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraslca and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Ball companies want to treat this as a shgle in-stale call so they can levy exorbimnt in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies‘ actual 
costs, which arc only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four luge 
corpordtions. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S .  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
415 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dew Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone compaiiies to circumvent cumnt rules on calls placed with u pre-paid 
calling card. IFthey succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number. along with his or her PIN. The cnllw, who may b+ in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfoim” in mother state --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. Thc caller then 
dials rhc telephone number of sorneond in Virginia. Cment rules, as well as coinmon sense, slate 
that this represents two calls, one from’virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject 10 interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bul the Bell companies want to mat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to [he Bell companies.’ actual 
costs, which are only a ‘fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas. milk and ocher products. Consumers doil’t need higher prices Fox‘ 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represeiit a blatant giveaway to four large 
coporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernarhy 
Codsgioner  Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Comnlissioner Jonathan S .  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fedtiral Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washingion, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am wriring to add niy voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-pid 
calliiig card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in illind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller rises a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Vkginia, far 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stiite --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, nun-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that h i s  represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call toNebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to tr& this as B single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the ‘Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which we only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices rue already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumrs don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represcnr LI blatmt giveaway to four luge 
corporations. 

I ani aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with tho FCC in an eifort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show rhe Bell companies the door 
on this issue. / 

Sincerely, m ./ 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Cornndssioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Coinmissioner 3onathm S.  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chdirman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conxnunicatiuns Comrission 
435 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

He: ‘WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

7 am writing to add my voice Lo the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvenl current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling cud.  If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, drmnatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thm the pleadings of the four Eel1 companies. 

The Bell companies wan1 to target chose calls in wlich a caller uses a pre-piiid calling card and 
dials a toll-free nuiiibei-, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who inay be in  Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
”platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-prolit or person. The caller then 
dials lhe telephone number of someone in Virginia. Currenr rules, as well as common sense, mate 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska LO Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a cdll to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies wmt to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
spate access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are aheady rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially wheii these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four hrge 
coiyoralions. 

I am aware chat the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort 10 protect their customers’ interests in this m;llmer. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

“ 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Conmissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Coinnlission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powill: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing numbcr of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by he  local Bell telephone compmies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
caIIing card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place Ihe calls. As you approach your work on this docket. I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings 0.f the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling c u d  and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a conipany, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject [o interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell colnpanies want to treat this as a single in-spate call so they can levy exorbivant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices ace already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rales represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this 1mnner. it is 
now lime for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

CCS: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemalhy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
ComiGssioncr Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S .  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July IO, 2004 

Chainnan Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conmunications Coinmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by rhe local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates -in nmny cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docker I implore 
you to keep the needs of consunms in mind rather Wan the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want lo tugel those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll4ree number, along with his or her PIN The caller, who m a y  be in Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected Io a “platform” in another stale _ _  let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfom,” he or she hears a message about a cornplmy, non-profit or person. The caller tlleii 
dials the telcphone nuinber of someone in Virginia. Cumenl rules, as well as common sense, slate 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraskd to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
slate access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsower to [he Bell companies’ acrual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls LOO. especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am awara that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers' interests in this manner. 11 is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consitmen and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

7-L 
ccs’ Comfissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 

Coirmissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S .  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Smeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing 10 add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent ctment rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rntes - for consumrs who place the calls. As you approach your work on tlus docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in inind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell conlpanies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
diaIs a toll-free number, along with his or her I“. The caller, who m y  be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform.” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska [a Virginia. 
Both cdlk  are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then ik 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsmver LO the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher plices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time. for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the dam 
on this issue. L - 1 - j  

Commissioner Michael J. 

/ - ’  

/l 

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10. 2004 

Chairnlan Miclydel K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chdirman Powell. 

1 ani writing to add my voice to the growi ffo - - im’ber of groups and individuals opposed 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules 011 calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succetd, it will result in higher rates - in mauy cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to kcep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses B pre-paid calling card and 
dials 21 toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who mdy be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘*phtfom” in anorher state --let’s SRY i,o Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska [o Virginia. 
Both calls we subject to interstate access charges because thcre is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as ;i single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell conTpanies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices ate aheady rising for gas. milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls roo, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four lal-ge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protcct their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely. 

w P &  
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chaiivvn Michael ‘K. Powell 
IUeral Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chaimian Powell: 

1 ani writhg to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed wifh a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in inany cases, dramatically higher 
rales - for consumers who place the calls. AS you approach your work on this docket. 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind mther than the pleadings ofthe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling c u d  and 
dials a toll-free number. along with his or her PIN. The caller, who m y  be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘platform” in another sfate --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“plarform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone nunher of soineone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as conmon sense, stale 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both catls are subject to interstate access charges because diere is a call to Nebtaska and then B 

separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no rdationship whatsoever to the Bell con~panies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices o r  
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that thc long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in m sffort lo protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J, Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairinan Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conununicarions Commission 
1.45 12th Street, S.W. 
Washnigton, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chaimian Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent Current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, I t  will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I iniplore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in nlind rather than the pleadings of lhe four Bell companies. 

The Bell conipdnies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dink a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may ‘be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” i n  nnotlisr state - let’s say in Nebraska. From chis 
“pliltforni,” he or she hears a message about a company, noli-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telcphone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
sepal-ale call to Virginia. 

Bur the Bell companies want IO treat this as a single in-state call so they cnii levy exorbitant in. 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consuiners. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an efforl 10 protect their customers’ interests in this manner. I t  is 
now tinie for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: &missioner Kathleen Q. Abemrthy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Conmissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 


